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Central Intelligence Agency Headquarters
Office of Legislative Liason
Washington, DC 20505

Dear

I am enclosing a fragment of text which I would like to include in the
unclassified Technical Memorandum on antisatellite weapons which OTA is
preparing for the Congress. The text deals with a sensitive topic, but says
nothing of substance about it beyond quoting two official sources, one
(Congressman Aspin's comment) from a published article and the other
(Secretary Perle's comment) from the unclassified transcript of an open
hearing which will be published in the near future. I believe that the text
should be unclassified, but would appreciate a classification review of it by
the CIA. I am enclosing a photocopy of the article containing Aspin's remarks
and a verbatim copy, typed by me, of the stenographic transcript of Secretary
Perle's testimony. I would appreciate receiving CIA's classification
determination as soon as possible.

Sincerely,

flotor B, CLIEZ.,
Michael B. Callaham
Senior Analyst

International Security
& Commerce Program

Comm. (202)226-2007
FTS 426-0507
FSTS ID# 01146
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3.2.1 Contributions of Satellites to Mission Capabilities (U)

(U) The U.S. government has stated that it employs photographic reconnaissance
satellites for collecting imagery required to monitor compliance with certain
arms coTtrol agreements. Congressman Les Aspin, describing this use, has
written : "U.S. surveillance satellites currently provide complete
photographic coverage of the U.S.S.R. at frequent intervals. If suspicions are
aroused by the regular large-area survey photographs, "close-look" cameras can
be ordered to rephotograph the area in question, providing more detailed
information. The present generation of high-resolution cameras on U.S.
satellites are theoretically capable of making a clear photograph of an object
one foot across from an altitude of 100 miles."”

(U) Whether such satellites are used by the U.S. for collection of
intelligence of military value is rarely discussed in public by official
spokesmen. A rare official comment on this subject was provided recently by
the Honorable Richard Perle, Assistant Secretary of Defense for International
Security Policy, who, testifying on space defense matters in open session
before a subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Armed Services on 25 March
1984, said "...We believe that this Soviet antisatellite capability is
effective against critical U.S. satellites in relatively low orbit, that in
wartime we would have to face the possibility, indeed the likelihood, that
critical intelligence assets of the United States would be destroyed by Soviet
antisatellite systems.” This comment suggests that the U.S. does operate
satellites which gather intelligence of military value and which are within
range of present Soviet ASAT weapons; however, security restrictions prohibit
further discussion of the nature of this intelligence or its utility in
enhancing military capabilities.

l(U) In "The Verification of the SALT II Agreement,” Scientific American, pp.
38 - 45, February 1979.
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Excerpts from
Stenographic Transcript
of
Hearings before the Subcommittee on Strategic & Theater Nuclear Forces
of the
Committee on Armed Services
United States Senate

Testimony on Space Defense Matters in Review of the
FY1985 Defense Authorization Bill

Thursday, March 15, 1984

Statement of
The Honorable Richard Perle,
Assistant Secretary of Defense (International Security Policy)

Mr. Perle: "...We believe that this Soviet antisatellite capability is
effective against critical U.S. satellites in relatively low orbit, that in
wartime we would have to face the possibility, indeed the likelihood, that
critical intelligence assets of the United States would be destroyed by Soviet
antisatellite systems.

"...We, the Department of Defense, are simply unable to identify a means by
which we would verify a ban on antisatellite weapons. And the more
comprehensive the ban, the more difficult verification becomes.

"...and when one gets to other technologies —- laser technologies, for example
== ...verifying research and development becomes all but impossible.

"...Let me say that this is not only the conclusion of this Administration,
that the previous Administration worked long and hard on the study of the
verifiability of an antisatellite ban, produced a lengthy report -- it must be
an inch thick -- looked at 20 or 21 or 22 different possible approaches to

ASAT arms control, and came to the conclusion that the ASAT problems were
insurmountable.

"I share that view, Senator..."
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" SCIENTIFIC
Eusblished 1043 AMER]CAN February 1979  Volume240  Number 2

The Verification
of the SALT II Agreement

The U.S. has at its disposal ample ‘‘national technical means’
of surveillance to detect any attempt by che U.S.S.R. to gain

a significanc milicary advancage by violating a new arms pact

by Les Aspin
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from fair 10 excelient. The key point.
. 8 that the Russians would

have 0 disguise all five stages. and the
odds against their successfully doing so
are extremely high.

Consider the ways in which the U S.
is currently able to monitor just one
of these stages: the testing of strategic
launchers. U S. line-of-sight radars can
identify the distinctive “signature” of
reflected microwaves associated with
each major type of Russian missile. In
penetrate deep into the intsrior of the
U.S.S.R. and recognize the characteris-
tic pattern each typs of missile makes {
when it disturbe the earth's ionosphere. cheating method. but here the
Early-wamning satellites. originally de- detection capabilities of the U.S. are still
signed to detect & Russian ICBM attack. very good indeed. The national techai-
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- PART : TRRATY

1. CELINGS ON STRATEQIC LAUNCHERS
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der camouflags or at night. U.S. satel-
lises. however. are now equipped with

cameufiaged. As ground

the immediae vicinity of the suspicious
object is at a different temperature from
that of the swrrounding terrain (or has
diffesent infrared-emission characteris-
tics) an uaderground or camouflaged
missile silo will stand out in the infrared

image.
Primarily because of the time it takes
for US. photosnalysts 10 process the
data contained in such satellite pictures.
small-ecale violations might be hard to
identify. Any sizable efort (o cheat (say
a clandesting addition of 100 ICBM's),
however, would surely be detected.
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ture of the activities in qQuestioa. part of the USS.R.'s medium-bomber
Ahernatively the Russians could at- force. There is also little question. how
tempt 10 deploy additional ICBM's un- ever. that the Backfire has some inter-
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continental capability, specifically for
ons-way missions with recovery in s
third country. for round-trip attacks
against the western U S, and, provided
the bombers are refueied in flight. for
even longer round-trip missions.
Although the SALT Il treaty will ex-
clude Backfires from the overall co...t
of strategic launchers. the treaty will be
accompanied by a varisty of assurances
(some in the form of unilateral state-
ments) that will limit the strasegic val'e
of the aircraft. Thess assurances could
include limits on the production and de-
ployment of the Backfire, restrictions on
the employment of the bomber in con-
junction with tanker aircraft capable of
in-Gight refusling and limits on the
bomber's range and payload. Of these
assurances the easiest 10 verifly would be
the limits oa production and deploy-

The most dificult of the SALT I
Backfire assurances 10 verify involve the
plane’s characteristics. specifically its
range and payload. Even with unhin-
dered surveillance there has already
been some dispute among U S. analysts
over the ranges of the Qackfire. Assum-
ing skillful and determuned cheating on
the part of the U.S.S.R.. both the range
and the payload of the Backfire could.
probabdly be disguised.

The other intermediate-range weapon
that could be converted into a strategic
weapon is the $S-20 IRBM. The $S-20 is
not covered by the SALT Il treaty, since
its present range (3.000 kilometers) is
less than the 5.500-kilometer lower limit
used to define iCBM's. The potential
problem stems from the fact that the SS-
20 comprises the first two stages of the
advanced three-stage $S-16 ICBM:
moreover, the mobile launcher for the
S$S-20 is identical with that for ihe SS-
16. By surreptitiously stockpiling SS-16
third stages and payloads the Russians
could at some point in the future be in &
position to upgrade $S-20's into $S-16's
on short notice. This course of action
could provide them with a significant
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cffec’ making them SS-16's. they would
be doimg 30 wWithout any opportunity for
westing the new system. The cxisting pro-
wtype models of the SS-16 have not
bmmd‘-uhnoumyeytmm

was pointed out above swrreptitious
USSR. i s practical impossibility.

aw-launched cruise missiles (ALCM’s).
According 10 the treaty. the sum of these
two types of systems will not be allowed
10 exceed 1.320. Furthermore, no more
than 1200 MIRVed missiles will be

might try 10 increase theiw combined
MIRV/ALCM total beyond the treaty
limns: by constructing new ICBM silos
and SL3'{ submarines for the addition-
al MIRVed mussiles: by substituting
MIRVed missiles for unMIRVed ones
k. existing missile silos or submarines:
by deploying MIRVed payloads on un-
MIP.Ved musiles in existing silos or
submarines, and by placing strategic
ALCM's on additional bombers.

The first way the .$.S.R. might try 10

hl : - b D, - -
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gree of coat.dence.
The second way the Russians could lsunchers require different command-

exceed the MIRV/ALCM ceiling
would be by substituting MIRVed mis-
siles for unMIRVed ones in existing
silos or submarines. The USSR. cur-
rertly has a number of silos and subma-

and-control systems. support equipment
and other facilities. all of which are ob-
servable with existing U.S. satellites.
The various types of missile-launch-
ing tubes on strategic submarines can

rines containing unMIRVEd™ missiles. ™ also be’ identified by U.S. survéeillance

Deteciing their surreptitious replace-
ment with MIRVed missiles requires
that the U S. know which Russian mis-
siles are MIRVed and which silos and
submarines contain which missiles.

In the SALT 1l negotiations both sides
have agreed that all missiles of a type
that has been tested in a MIRVed mode
or has been fired trom a launcher with
a8 MIRVed warhead would be counted
aga.nst the MIRYV ceiling. The U S. pro-
posed this counting rule precisely be-
cause it facilitates verification. U.S. ana-
lysts already know from extensive ob-
servation which of today's Russian mis-
siles are "MIRV-capable.” and future
MIRV-capable ICBM's and SLBM's
can be detect~d at the test stage.

Although the U.S. knows which Rus-
sian missiles are MIRVed. another
question remains: Is it possible to tell

sateilites. Any attempt by the Russians
to install existing MIRVed SLBM's on
submarines with unMIRVed misstles
would require the alteration of the
launching tubes, the replacement of fire-
control systems and other extensive
modifications. These would take time:
even a routine overhaul of a nuclear
submarine takes from 30 to 36 months.
Under the circumsiances the changes
would certainly be detectable.

Another method of evading the
MIRVed-missile limits would be to take
an unMIRVed missile and replace just
its warhead. If the Russians were to
deploy MIRVed payloads onto un-
MIRVed missiles in existing silos or
submarines. that would be very hard to
detect. Fortunately no such transferable
payloads exist now. and the current gen-
eration of Russian missiles have design

41
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(n this case more than 600
) and strategic payloads.
Under normal conditions the U.S. can

oblain adequase if rough estimases

characteristics. but there is no sys-

i

siles do ot have 10 be tesed at full
range or even aear it for the military 10
have confidence in their performance.
;ilgliqutunymbeﬂwn(wa

ex
siles. and the U S.S.R. does not yet have
- cruise missiles capable
straiegic rangss. Moreover. the Rus-
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. The us following
that the substitution by
did not violate the letter of
T I treaty but that it was incor-
one of the unilateral state-
time by the US. ™
. however, is what .
ion revealed. namely that tne
w precisely how much larger
19 was than the $S-11.
< SALT II treaty will also prohibit
“rapid reload” systems. The purpose
of this prevision is to protect against
the possibility that the U.S.S.R. would
- apile extra ICBM's and 6t them into
exusting launchers once a first salvo had
been fired. Loading a 50-t-.n missile into
a silo is considerably more complicared

T
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- than putting a cartridge into a rifle. The

elaborate equipment around existing si-
los necessary for such a system to work,
to say nothing of the storage sites for
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these weapons are not scheduled
to be deployed in militarily sigr.:ficant
numbers until after the SALT i proto-
col expires. Current Russian cruise mis.
siles are primitive technologically. The
USS. is far more advanced in the devel-
opment of compact warheads. comput.
er-guidance systems and small turbofan
engines. the technologies that are the
key to small but long-range cruise mis-
siles. The U.S. Department of Defense
has stated that in cruise-missile tech.
nology the USS. is “10 years ahead of
the Russians” and that U S. Cruise mis-
siles now under development are “two
or three generations” ahead of current
Russian weapons.

There ire nevertheless some existing
Russian sea-launched cruise missiles
that exceed the 600-kilometer limit by
as much as 250 kilometers. Because of
their primitive design. however, they re
very large. Since any attempt to begis,
new deployments is obeervable. and
since the Russians have no capability for
deploying new. long-range ground- and
sea-launched cruise missiles until after
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The SALT [ prosocol will include remose. Thess contingencies include all U.S. are at present quite weak.
certain limitations on the flight msting the areas in which major violations by  these cases. however, the possible cheat
and deployment of sew typos of ballistic the US.S.R. could upest the present ing is not militarily significant. The
Akhough a full sssesment of strasegic “balance of terror™: the de- problems of verification include detect
the associated verification de- ployment of new strasegic weapons. the  ing the smali-scale deployment of ad-
peads on a detailed analysis of these lim-  addition of even small numbers of ditional ICBM's. monitoring the oper
Aations. there is reason for optimism. bombers and SLBM's. the deployment ational characteristics of the Backfire
New ballistic missiles can be detected at  of additional ICBM's on ecither a large bomur.mﬂyh.mnnwa-
the test stage. and added deployments of  acale or & moderate scale. the upgrading 20 upgrade system does not exist and

by the USSR. can be summarized in  ALCMed bombers (in the abesence of transferadle MIRV payloads. in which
serms of twee broad levels of confi- radically different systems), the upgrad- the U.S. may face serious verification

: Funt. there are the numerous ing of amaller missiles nto modern large ‘probl_cm.snlhtnex‘lmolttnSA!.T
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Administratios’s Space Shutthe . Accerding to Ik, the new
camers & dasigned “to amist in wertdwide exploraticn fov ol and
minersl resowrce, napping sad mealiering of he erth’s cavires-
ment” by providiag black-and-white and coler imagery “with 8 cov-
augs, clarity snd fidelity that bas oot besan avallabie in the past”
vem scumiliiary cystoms. Ou o typical high-altitude missien, repre-
santed bere, he Space Shwttle carrying the survey camers would be
insnched (wto & reughly cireuinr polar orbit from Vendenberg Alr

]
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f
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s a distertion from the Mercater preo adepted by the
mapmakers.) Usder suitsbie coanditions the eutire globe could be cov.
ored by twe cight-day Space Shattle

sion the photegraphic greund reseiution weuld avernge “better then
75 oot (compared with 250 [eet for future LANDSAT mimions)®
The current geaneratios of US. ailitary pheterecessaimance mtel-
tes are belleved to fy in similar polur erbita, althevzh ot lower alth-
tudes. In addition to their large-formeat cameras, such sateliites carry
“clese loek” camerss capable in theery of making phetegraphs with
s preuad resolution of sbewt a foet frem an altitede of 100 miles.
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ly be a reabistic hawever,

assumgition.
the best-laid plans of < wa-

Tlu!htheeanhuledde
base i the U.S. concerning possible
Russiea violations of the SALT [ agree-
ment. That experience has raised 8 sum-
ber of questicas about the intentions of
lhellmngrdn‘ﬂnimplm

Solnonlyttho(enml for undetect-
ed violations has been considered here.
Anequny mportant issue is W

do much under the terms of the treaty.
They can scrap cristing missiles and re-
place them with more reliable and more
accurste models. They can grestly in-
crease their inventories of multiple-war-
head missiles. They can direct a greater
eflort into areas not prohibited by SALT
il. such as antisubmarine warfare. that
could be perceived in the U S. as threat-

ening.
Second. :ven if the Russians became
dissatisficd vith the SALT Il agreement

afer signing and ratifying it. they still
would not necessarily cheat. Several al-

ternatives migitt scem at least as attract-
ive. if not more 30: seeking the renegoti-
atioa of certain provisions. seeking (o
modify the terms of the SALT Il pact in
the SAL T 11l negotiations, reneging on a
part of the treaty (or even withdrawing
from the treaty altogether). partly modi-
fying their programs to comply with the
treaty and %0 oa.

Third, there is the question of what
benefits would accrue to the US.S.R.
from cheating. There could be no politi-
cal gain unless the Russians made their
transgressions public. No one is intimi-
dated by weapons that are not known to

. exist. Yet if the Russians did make pub-

lic the fact of thew cheating. there would
be enormous political repercussions.
The US. Government. {or example.
might find itself pursuing an unprec-
cdented arms buildup in response (o
the expressed demands of an aroused
American public.

’I'l! real dangers ssemming from Rus-
violations of SALT (1 would
arise only if there were 3 significant mili-
tary advantage o be gained by cheating.
la example. if the Russians. after cheat-
ing for a few years. could then unveil a
M superiority that would force
the wnsmedinte surrender of the US.
That. however. is impossible. Under the
terms of the SALT Il agreement the U S.
will still have a formidable strategic
arseoal: aimost 2.000 lsunchers and
roughly 10.000 independently target-
able warheads. To upeet the strategic
“balance of terror™ the Russians would
require much larger numbers of weap-
ons than they are now allowed. and it
would be impossible for them to ac-
quire enough additional weapons with-
out cheating on such a massive and per-
vasive scale that it would be detectable
with certainty.
hhelpuoeoundennumber of plau-
sible “worst cases” in which the U.S.S.R.
could actually cheat on certain SALT 1l
giovisions and evade detection. The
Russians might. for example. add as
many as 100 ICBM launchers to their
strategic arsenal clandestinely. but that
would amount to an increase of less than
S percent in their launcher force and
would yield no discernible advantage.
The Russians now have almost 2,500
missiles and bombers. Under the terms
of the SALT 1l pact this total would
drop to at most 2.250. a cut of about
250. Hence cheating would be more
than outweighed by the reduction in
forces required by the treaty.

The Russians might also be able to
divert some Backfires to strategic mis-
sions in case of war. This substitution
would add marginally to their second-
strike forces but would correspondingly
diminish their antiship capability and
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undercut their capability against ene-
mies on their borders. which would
hardly be a fair trade from their point
of view.

The Russians might already have an
untested SS-20 upgrade potential. Even
if this potential were realized. the result-
ing SS- 16 missiles would be the least ac-
curate and least powerful ICBM's of the
current generation. The diversion of SS-
20's to intercontinental attack missions
would also substantially reduce the
threat to Western Europe and to China.

The Russians might convert some of
their naval aircraft into long-range
bombers. Again. this would marginal-
ly increase their strategic retaliatory
strength while substantially diminishing
the threat to the U.S. Navy.

The Russians might also develop an
untested. nonrapid-reload capability.
The benefit from having a launcher re-
loaded (at the optimum) 12 hours aflter a
first firing is questionable: the silo could
be destroyed in the interim and by that
time the reloaded missile is likely to
be no more than a potential “rubble-
bouncer”’ anyway.

In other words. even if the Russians
were to cheat in every way that might
evade detection, they would add little to
their strategic power. and they might ac-
tually reduce their military strength in
other areas.

To sum up. the ability of the U.S. 0
verifly Russian compliance with the
SALT 11 accord is clearly essential to a
successful outcome of the agreement.
On ciose consideration, however, it be-
comes evident that the much-touted
problems of verification are more imag-
tned than real. The muitiple and dup-
licative methods of detection at the
disposal of the U S. are sufficient to re-
veal any cheating on a scale adequate to
threaten this country militarily. Certain
small violations of the treaty could be
achieved by the Russians without detec-
tion, but a handful of additional missiles
or bombers would add too little to their
arsenal to be militarily significant. In
the political realm the Russians would
stand to lose more than they would gain
by violating the single most important
treaty they would have with a foreign
power.

. Il is in the future that verification prob-

lems might become critical. Techno-
logical advances. particularly those in-
volving cruise missiles and transferable
MIRYV payloads. will stretch the moni-
toring capabilities of both sides once the
SALT .1l protocol and treaty expire.
Dealing with these systems under a
SALT 11l agreement may well require a
substantial lowering of the present stan-
dards of confidence for detecting viola-
tions. At that point a renewed examina-
tion of the entire verification issue will
be in order.




